Using a mixed method approach, this case study investigates effects on the participating students ( = 25) of an undergraduate honors course in the Netherlands, aimed at global justice citizenship. Knowledge about effects of global citizenship courses is still limited. The Ethical Sensitivity Scale Questionnaire and the Global Citizenship Scale were used in a pre-and posttest design to measure possible development in the moral and civic domain among the participants of the course. In the qualitative part, deductive content analyses of students' work and students' written reflection on the course, utilizing the theory-based curriculum guidelines Global Justice Citizenship Education, were performed. In addition, a follow-up blog and interview were analyzed to learn students' perception on the effects of the course after half a year. Quantitative results show increased ethical sensitivity as well as global civic engagement and global competence among the participants. Qualitative results point in the same direction and provide deeper insights in the content of students' learning and the perceived impact of the course on their attitudes and behavior. Results are discussed in relation to theory on justice-oriented global citizenship and honors pedagogies.
Introduction
Preparing undergraduate honors students for their role as citizens of the world is an important task in higher education, given the challenges global society faces [1] . Furthermore, research indicates an above-average interest among honors students in moral issues and the wider world (see [2, 3] for a review). Nevertheless, global citizenship receives little attention in higher education and few studies consider the effects of global citizenship education on undergraduates [4] . It has been argued that such programs enable them to lead a responsible and moral life [5] . As discussed by Colby et al. [4] , this effect has been demonstrated for service learning, which combines community service with academic learning and personal development. For example Lee et al. [2] found that gifted high-school students had an enhanced awareness of civic issues, increased motivation to engage in social issues in their communities, and new understanding and respect for diversity after a three-week service learning program.
In this study, we connect to the justice-oriented approach of global citizenship that includes a desire to improve society [6] .
We conceptualize global citizenship similarly to Westheimer and Kahne's justice approach to global citizenship [7] , which implies that "global citizens" take informed action based upon insights in structural causes of global injustice or sustainability issues. Next to this, our conceptualization of global citizenship includes a global approach to citizenship, as, in this globalized world, justice and sustainable issues unmistakably contain a global dimension. This global dimension is connected to Nussbaum's moral cosmopolitism [8, 9] , especially regarding the abilities to think as citizen of the world and to imagine what it would be like to be in the position of someone quite different from yourself.
In the light of this conceptualization of global citizenship and based on literature about (global) justiceoriented citizenship education, curriculum guidelines were developed for the knowledge, moral, and social domain. A learning environment that combines elements from these 2 Education Research International three domains acknowledges the needs of gifted students [10] [11] [12] . We call these curriculum guidelines Global Justice Citizenship Education (GJCE). For an overview, see Table 1 . In short, these curriculum guidelines concern the following.
Knowledge Domain. In the knowledge domain, the guidelines are (1) gaining historical (root causes of injustice) insights. The historic dimension offers insight in the societal context in which the issue developed [7, 13, 14] . (2) Seeing localglobal connections, as students should understand the global dimension of their own actions and the interdependence between places in the world [15] . (3) Focus on one global justice issue instead of gaining more superficial broader knowledge (see Davies et al. [14] on exploring issues) as narrowing the focus allows one to grasp the social, political, and economic structures that underlie injustice and power differences.
Moral Domain. In the moral domain, two curriculum guidelines were formulated. (1) Develop ethical and intercultural sensitivity [16] [17] [18] . Ethical sensitivity relates to the ability to take the perspective of "the other," to pay attention to the welfare of others, and to recognize ethical dilemmas [19] . When encountering people with other cultural backgrounds, students need intercultural sensitivity, the ability to notice and experience cultural difference [17, 18] . Ethical and intercultural sensitivity relate to one of the guiding aims in Nussbaum's' view on world citizenship: being able to understand the world "from the point of view of the other" ( [8, p. 11] , [20] ). (2) Recognize (own) values and critically reflect on mainstream thinking [13] . The first is about recognizing values behind statements, ideas, and perspectives and evaluating how they relate to students' own values [13] . The second skill is critically reflecting on values, especially on "mainstream" thinking related to the dominant neoliberal ideology. This is important because neoliberal ideology highly impacts all aspects of education [21] and historically grown power differences lead to problematic assumptions in the western world about, for instance, "progress."
Social Domain. Regarding the social domain, the two guidelines are (1) contact people with different socioeconomic positions, cultural backgrounds, and life chances. Such contacts can yield new insight in oneself and one's biases [22] and (2) get to know positive role models: active and socially engaged people with both courage and persistence to contribute to a better world based upon other than mainstream values [4] .
Experiential Learning in Civic Contexts. Finally, experiential learning in civic contexts was added to the guidelines. Colby et al. [4] emphasize the value of student centered learning and of pedagogies that actively and emotionally involve students in the learning process. In addition, when students can practice in civic contexts what we hope that they will learn, these authentic and intrinsically interesting tasks can be provided. Experiential learning in civic contexts can provide these possibilities. [33] Based upon Schutte [34] .
The current case study investigated the effects of an undergraduate honors course called "Society 2.0" in the Netherlands, which is aimed at global citizenship. The Dutch educational context is characterized by socially segregated schools [23] and low scores on civic skills and attitudes towards foreigners [24, 25] . Aims of citizenship education, such as active participation and social integration, relate to traditional national citizenship [26] . Furthermore, ethics are not explicitly treated. Under these circumstances, the youngsters' world could be broadened by contact with people from different socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds as well as by attention to their moral development.
Currently, honors programs are under development in Dutch higher education [27] , which offers opportunities to develop new content and teaching methods, also on global citizenship.
In 2014, such an opportunity arose at the Hanze University of Applied Sciences, where two teachers, two students, and one researcher developed an undergraduate honors course "Society 2.0." The study load of the course is 112 hours, including eight class meetings of all together 16 hours (eight times two hours). The curriculum development team used the theory-based curriculum guidelines Global Justice Citizenship Education (see Table 1 ). The current study investigates the effects of the course as delivered in 2014 and 2015 on the participants of the two groups from both years. Society 2.0 meets eight times for two hours (contact time), one evening every fortnight, and lasts four months. It focuses on alternative/social movements and their ideals (moral domain). The course starts with the values and norms of students' upbringing (moral domain) and then broadens out. Students delve into a societal theme (knowledge domain) and do a 15-hour internship at an alternative/social movement (experiential learning). While there, they interview people in that movement about their ideals (social domain, positive role models). In their lessons, the teachers cover different perspectives and the importance of being nonjudgmental (moral domain). They mostly function as coaches but also teach some theory about ethics, conformism, and cultures (moral domain). Students acquire knowledge on societal (global) issues by writing two blogs on a self-chosen theme, exploring its historical-future and local-global dimensions (knowledge domain). Furthermore, one meeting is dedicated to a global issue: "poverty" in the first course and the "free-trade treaty TTIP" in the second (knowledge domain). Students back up their opinions and provide references in their blogs. In the final meeting, students present a "oneminute paper" on how they will contribute to a better world. They also make a product in small groups demonstrating how others could learn from their exposure to global citizenship. Society 2.0' is geared to honors students, that is, students who are both willing and able to go beyond the regular program in terms of academic challenge and personal development [28] [29] [30] . They do not comprise a homogeneous group [31, 32] . Teaching honors students presumes that three conditions are met [28] : a safe learning community, academic challenge, and bounded freedom (facilitating autonomy and self-regulation). This pedagogical approach was applied to Society 2.0.
The researcher attended the course meetings in 2014 and 2015 and made the following observations. A "typical lesson" would start with an inventory of students' experiences during the past two weeks, for instance, their (search for) internship or homework on ethics. Teachers ask who wants to share his/her experience, and individual students respond, after which other students and teachers ask questions and/or add their own experiences. Some lessons begin with a short film on an alternative movement, followed by questions: what did you see, what do you think, why did they start this, and which values are involved? The teachers provide an overview of each lesson and its aims and ask how students are getting on with their assignments. Sometimes students spontaneously tell about an experience connected to the course. Each lesson has a general part for the whole class and a breakout part in which students work in small groups of three or four. In lesson three, which focuses on ethics, the teachers first present theory and then the students share their own experiences of unethical behavior within the group. This is followed by a homework assignment in which students had to be alert to ethical conduct of themselves and others over the coming week and condense these observations into keywords. Several students present their experiences with that assignment at the beginning of lesson four. Teachers include multiple perspectives in every lesson. Each meeting ends by looking ahead to upcoming lessons and discussing the homework assignments.
Two cohorts of students (2014-2015; 2015-2016) , altogether 25 students, participated in the study. The main question asked in the present study is what do students learn from the undergraduate honors course aimed at global citizenship? That question has been broken down into three subquestions: (SQ1) Do students show an increase in ethical sensitivity and global citizenship (social responsibility, global competence, and global civic engagement) after taking the course?; (SQ2) How do students express themselves regarding Table 2 . Regarding parental educational background, the percentage of having completed higher education is comparable with the overall student population of the Hanze University of Applied Sciences. It is above the average educational level in the Netherlands, as about 34% of the Dutch population completed higher education [35] .
During the course, participants had to choose a societal topic. Twelve students (46%) chose to write about a sustainability-related issue. Nine (35%) chose an issue related to equality: either social/cultural, such as discrimination and social acceptance, or financial, such as equity-based crowd funding and unconditional basic income.
Participants further had to choose an organization to do a short internship. Fourteen students (54%) chose an internship related to the issue they had written about. For instance S3, a business student, wrote blogs about self-sufficient living and did her internship at "Place the World," a place to work and share ideas on living with nature in a multicultural world. S14, studying human resource management, wrote blogs about discrimination and did her internship at the discrimination contact point. In other instances, the issue covered in the blog was not related to the internship: for example, S4, doing sports studies, wrote blogs about green playgrounds but did her internship at the discrimination 4 Education Research International contact point. S10, studying life science, wrote blogs about "art from waste" but did her internship at Young Gold, a project to promote volunteer work among youngsters. For three students the internship is unknown.
Data Collection

Instruments.
For the quantitative measure to answer the first question, two instruments were used. The Ethical Sensitivity Scale Questionnaire (ESSQ) consists of seven dimensions and 28 items, which are measured on a 5-point Likert scale [36, 37] . There is some hierarchy in the dimensions, from basic to more complicated [38] . The operationalization of the Ethical Sensitivity model is satisfactory in that the psychometric properties of ESSQ are scientifically valid [36, 37, 39] . Reliability analysis of the subscales [40] yielded scores between = .78 and = .50. Reliabilities tend to be low due to the multidimensional construct as well as the high abstraction level of the concepts [36] . Two examples of the dimensions are "caring by connecting to others" (with the item "I tolerate different ethical views in my surroundings") and "working with interpersonal and group differences" (with the item "I try to consider another person's position when I face a conflict situation").
The Global Citizenship Scale (GCS) [41, 42] aims to measure global citizenship as an outcome of global education. GCS was used in this study because its three dimensions relate to the intended learning goals set forth in our curriculum guidelines GJCE. These dimensions are "social responsibility" (including social justice), "global competence" (including global knowledge and intercultural communication), and "global civic engagement" (including involvement in civic organizations and global civic activism). GCS was validated by means of two confirmatory factor analyses with multiple datasets [41] , resulting in a measurement model of six first-order factors (self-awareness, intercultural communication, global knowledge, involvement in civic organizations, political voice, and global civic activism), three secondorder factors (social responsibility, global competence, and global civic engagement), and one higher-order factor (global citizenship). These results support its underlying theoretical model. Reliability analysis of the subscales [40] yielded scores from = .69 to = .92. The items of the GCS are measured on a 5-point Likert scale. For example, one item in the dimension "social responsibility" is "the world is generally a fair place." In the dimension "global competence", one item is "I am confident that I can thrive in any culture or country." Finally, in the dimension "global civic engagement", an item is "over the next 6 months, I plan to get involved in a program that addresses the global environmental crisis".
Data.
To answer SQ1, a pre-and posttest design was used to measure the effect of the course on students' ethical sensitivity and global civic competence, engagement, and responsibility. Students filled out the questionnaires ESSQ [36, 37] and GCS [41, 42] in class at the beginning of the first course meeting (pretest) and at the end of the last course meeting (posttest). After being provided with an explanation about the research and the anonymously processing of the data, all the students agreed to participate.
To answer SQ2, how do students express themselves regarding knowledge and ethics when writing about a societal issue?, data were collected from two blogs that students had to write as part of their course assignments. For blog 2, they were asked to "explore a theme/issue that appeals to you and discuss a book, article, or presentation of your choice." For blog 3, they were asked to "locate your theme in a historic-future and local-global perspective." The collected data comprise 32,081 words ( = 24).
To answer SQ3, which insights do participants of the course report regarding knowledge, ethics, and their role as global citizens when reflecting on the course?, data were collected from their final blog on "reflection and evaluation" and from their answers to evaluation questions. These two questions are open-ended: (1) what is the most important thing that you learned about society? Please explain why this is important to you and (2) what possibilities do you see for yourself to contribute to a more just society in the future? The collected data comprise 12,595 words ( = 25). Again, the focus was on ethics and knowledge and on global citizenship: what do students write about their role as global citizens?
Finally, we investigated the students' perception on possible effects of the course half a year after they finished it. That time frame was selected because effects, especially in moral development, might fade away or appear after a course has ended [4] . Therefore all participants of the two courses were approached three times by email. In addition, participants of the second course were approached once through the Facebook group. In the end, data were collected from nine students. These nine were then invited for an interview, which started with the request to write (again) a blog giving their "reflection on the course" in about 15 minutes. After that, they were asked two questions: (1) what is the most important knowledge (emphasis) you gained from the course? and (2) what is the added value of the course in your daily life, how do you notice this, and how do other people notice this? Two of the interviews were conducted using Skype. The categories for each subquestion are shown in Table 3 .
Data Analysis
Quantitative Analyses.
The impact of the course on students' ethical sensitivity and global citizenship competence, social responsibility, and global civic engagement was tested by using the nonparametric Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test for repeated measures. A nonparametric test was chosen because of the small dataset in this study ( = 25).
Qualitative Analyses.
First, two coders read and summarized all five blogs as to gain a gain a good understanding of the data. This wider frame helped to put outcomes of the actual analysis into perspective. After this, the blogs of interest for the current study (blogs 2, 3, and 5) were coded deductively using the following codebook. Regarding the category ethics, the code "ethical sensitivity", that is, writing about ethical aspects of a situation, was used. The Education Research International 5 dimensions from Narvaez's theory [38] on ethical sensitivity, which correspond with the ESSQ [36, 37] , were all categorized as "ethics." In addition to elements of caring ethics from this theory, also more "justice-oriented" fragments were coded "ethics." Furthermore, fragments were categorized under "ethics" not only when students wrote about their own attitude and behavior but also when they wrote about behavior and attitudes of others/groups in society. Regarding the category knowledge, the codes "historical dimension" and "local-global connections" were deduced from the curriculum guidelines GJCE. Furthermore, the code "global justice citizenship (other)" was used, which relates to the curriculum guideline "critically reflecting on (mainstream) values." Finally, regarding the impact of the course, the code "students" intentions regarding their role as global citizens' was added. Table 4 shows the categories and codes for SQ2 and Table 5 presents the categories and codes for SQ3.
Two coders independently coded all materials used in this qualitative part of our study. Coding was done by selecting the relevant parts of the blog-texts and by adding the code in the text margins. After the two different documents were combined into one and codes were compared as to establish interrater reliability, the coders discussed differences until agreement was reached. Then, in the next step, fragments falling within one category were put together. Finally representative examples were selected by the first and second author.
Results
Quantitative Results.
A Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test revealed a statistically significant increase in ethical sensitivity after participating in Society 2.0 on three of the seven subscales. Regarding ESSQ 2: Taking the perspectives of others, = −2.131, < .033 with a medium effect size ( = .30) using Cohen [43] criteria of .1 = small effect, .3 = medium effect, and .5 = large effect. The median score on "taking perspectives of others" increased from (Md = 3.88) before the course to (Md = 4.25) after the course. Regarding ESSQ 3: Caring by connecting to others, = −2.179, < .029 with a medium effect size ( = .31). The median scores on "caring by connecting to others" were the same on both occasions (Md = 4.00). And regarding ESSQ 5: Preventing social bias, = −2.695, < .007 with a medium effect size ( = .38). The median score on "preventing social bias" increased from (Md = 3.50) to (Md = 3.75) after taking the course. See Table 6 for details on these results.
Regarding global citizenship as measured by the GCS, a Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test revealed a significant increase across all three subdimensions of global civic engagement and in two of the three subdimensions of global competence, namely, self-awareness and global knowledge. The results are as follows. Self-awareness: = −4.00, < .0005 with a large effect size ( = .57). The median score on "self-awareness" increased from (Md = 2.67) at the outset to (Md = 3.67) after taking the course. Global knowledge: = −3.02, < .003 with a medium to large effect size ( = .43). The median score on "global knowledge" increased from (Md = 3.33) to (Md = 3.67). Involvement in civic organizations: = −2.79, < .005 with a medium to large effect size ( = .40). The median score on "involvement in civic organizations" increased from (Md = 2.75) to (Md = 3.25). Political voice: = −2.53, < .011 with a medium size ( = .36). The median score on "political voice" increased from (Md = 2.25) to (Md = 2.75). Global civic activism: z = −2.93, < .003 with a medium to large effect size ( = .40). The median score on "global civic activism" increased from (Md = 3.00) to (Md = 3.33) after taking the course. See Table 7 for further details.
To summarize the results from the quantitative part of our research on the effect of participation in Society 2.0, it was found that students showed an increased score on three of the seven dimensions of ethical sensitivity (with medium effect sizes). Further, students' scores had also increased on two of the three dimensions and within those on five of the six subdimensions of global citizenship (with medium to high effect sizes). An example touching upon the historical dimension of discrimination is the following blog. (S14) drew connections with what she learned at her previous school about not being allowed to discriminate. The examples she used were World War II, racial segregation in the USA, and "apartheid" in South Africa. She tried to find out if it is possible to see a turning point in the way people (in a certain country) think about discrimination. She wrote that she came to realize the answer to this question can be different depending on the country and the ethnic group involved.
Regarding the local-global perspective, it was found that 11 students (46%) dealt with that topic in one way or another. Two of them wrote about an issue that is often not perceived to play a role in the Netherlands, just in other parts of the world.
(S25) wrote about poaching: I always thought that animals living in the nature in the Netherlands had a rather good life here, but that is not true at all: 3663 poaching alerts within one year. The other student (S20) argued that the impact of internet censorship is not as dependent on location as people seem to think and not limited to countries like China and North Korea. In the Netherlands there is trust in the government and the legislation. However, from the examples [this student gave] it is clear that in democratic politics also a lot of "people-unfriendly" decisions are being made.
Other students also wrote on this aspect. For instance, one (S7) described the international framework of human rights, such as the universal declaration of human rights and the EU legislation. Another (S18) mentioned the global scope of the effects of the use and depletion of fossil fuels. Yet another (S2) compared the attitude of Dutch people on homosexuality with that of people in several other countries.
When coding the blogs, we noticed that students had learned both from reading each other's blogs and in interaction with each other. Students responded to each other's blogs, writing that an issue was new for them and that they were interested in it. Furthermore, they asked followup questions. For instance (S13): Nice blog! I also think it is a very interesting issue (barter economy Table 8 . Fourteen students (58%) described ethical aspects and/or ethical considerations, either in their own blogs or in response to those of others. In total 30 separate fragments were coded "ethical sensitivity." Most writings concern ethical aspects of the theme/social issue students had written about. Four students wrote about unethical behavior in society in the form of discrimination. One (S14) provided a detailed analysis of the process of discrimination. After that she showed sensitivity to social bias, writing When being white in the Netherlands wanting to avoid racism, one easily makes the mistake to become defensive and forget that you were influenced by the system you grew up in. The writers go on to relate this knowledge to his/her own thoughts and behaviors. Another student (S26) also noticed the prevalence of discrimination and subsequently wrote, Fighting discrimination starts with yourself.
Four more students focused on social inequality and ways to overcome it. For instance, regarding unconditional basic income (S5), A man had to apply for jobs because he was obliged to find a job as soon as possible, whilst being out of work meant he could take care of his ill mother, who otherwise would have to go to a nursing home. Another student (S13) showed involvement with the welfare of others by writing I believe this initiative [store for homeless people] is great. Homeless people getting the opportunity to pick out free clothing.
Two other students wrote about the unethical behavior of states and banks. One (S20) described how unlawful behavior of intelligence agencies has consequences for people's privacy. In a similar vein, (S19) detected a risk for low-educated people to become victims of nearly bankrupt enterprises. In response to that blog, another student (S12) proposed possible solutions to this problem, namely, establishing a "watchdog" and providing information.
Finally four students wrote about ethical aspects of sustainable food issues. As one wrote With the same reasons (money, lust) people kill animals. Why they do it, I can't understand.
Although the fragments on ethics were not coded separately on the different dimensions of ethical sensitivity, we noticed that the fragments mainly reflect the following dimensions: involvement with welfare of others (ES3); seeing own prejudices, social bias regarding ethical issues (ES5); looking for alternative solutions for ethical problems (ES6); and seeing consequences of actions and options (ES7 Twelve students (48%) formulated intentions in the social area. Four of them intend to do or continue volunteer work (S6, S10, S15, and S20). For instance (S15) wrote One year ago I stopped with volunteer work, which I did since I was 16 years old. During the course I noticed how much I miss that, so I will immediately look for that again. Another student was looking specifically into how he can contribute to the town he is living in (S8). Two more students had already started with volunteer work (S26, S18). The intentions of the last four were related to equality, justice, and ethics. (S16) Other insights, specifically regarding global justice citizenship, were reported by five students (20%). Two students wrote about equality. For instance (S10) wrote I learned it is good to help a little in society, but that help is not always necessary whilst "we people from western countries" feel the urge to help people living in a less prosperous countries then we do "the white savior syndrome". Two students wrote about the importance of collective action/cooperation for a better world. For instance (S6) wrote When I look at the Netherlands I can see that we have become more individualistic. We have to collaborate to make the world a better place. We expect too soon that other people will change and that it is no use to do something on your own. Although you will have to collaborate, you can also contribute on your own. As one student (S19) remarked when asked to describe the most important lesson (s)he had learned from Society 2.0, it was that most people think too mainstream. For an overview of assigned codes regarding students' intentions as global citizen and gained insights, see Table 9 .
When coding the students' final blogs, we also noticed that students often said they learned from their internship. Seventeen of the 25 students mentioned the internship in altogether 45 fragments.
With regard to the students' perception on effects on them ( = 9) half a year after the course was finished, the following points were found. Students wrote in their follow-up blogs about how the course still influenced them. Three of them mentioned paying more attention to their surroundings. For instance (S1) mentioned seeing more what happens around me; and (S3) recalled noticing more small initiatives when walking in the street. Others reported that they developed a different view or perspective. (S17): developed critical look regarding certain issues, for instance TTIP. (S19) reported notice that I look from a different perspective, which sometimes leads to nice insights in the tough financial world. And related to ethics, (S1) is looking for alternative solutions for problems, also involving fairness.
When asked about specific knowledge gained from the course, all but one student said things like "not particularly knowledge. 
Discussion and Limitations
In our research on the effects of a global citizenship course on the participants, quantitative results showed a positive impact on students' ethical sensitivity as well as on their attitude and behavior as global citizen. The analysis of both students' work and their perception on what they learned points in the same direction. The course offered them new insights and broader knowledge, made them think about ethical issues and their values, and stimulated them to deal with their role as global citizen.
To answer the first subquestion SQ1: do students show an increase in ethical sensitivity and global citizenship (social responsibility, global competence, and global civic engagement) after taking the course?, a quantitative measure of ethical sensitivity ESSQ and the global citizenship GCS in a pre-and posttest design were used. Results revealed increased ethical sensitivity on three of the seven dimensions of the ESSQ: "taking the perspective of others" (which relates to exploring multiple perspectives on situations and events); "caring by connecting to others" (which relates to the process of expanding one's sense of self to include others and involves developing a sense of connectedness to other people, both globally and locally); and "preventing social bias" (which involves understanding, identifying, and actively countering bias). Effect sizes were medium. No significant increase in scores was found on four dimensions: "reading and expressing emotions," "working with interpersonal and group differences," "generating interpretations and options," and "identifying the consequences of options and actions."
Results regarding global citizenship revealed an increased score on the dimensions "global civic engagement" and "global competence." Effect sizes were medium to high. Global civic engagement relates to involvement in civic organizations, political voice, and global civic activism. Regarding global competence, an increased score was found on "self-awareness" (recognizing own limitations and ability to engage successfully in an intercultural encounter) and "global knowledge" (displaying interest and knowledge about world issues and events) but not on intercultural communication. Students' scores did not significantly increase on the third dimension, namely "social responsibility" (awareness of interdependence and social concern for the environment, other people, and society in general). This result might be related to the rather high score on both intercultural communication and social responsibility that the students already had recorded at the start of the course (Md = 4 on a 5-point Likert scale).
Based on these results it can be concluded that students increased their ethical sensitivity as well as their global competence and global civic engagement by taking the course. However, the absence of a control group means that the results should be interpreted with some caution, as it cannot be proven that it was solely the course that caused this increase. Furthermore, the sample size of 25 students is rather small and should be considered a major limitation with regard to the quantitative analyses with the instruments ESSQ and GCS.
Regarding our second subquestion (SQ2), how do students express themselves in the knowledge and ethics when writing about a societal issue?, content analyses of two blogs revealed that students dealt in some way with ethical aspects and knowledge when writing about a self-chosen societal issue. For instance, they wrote about the ethical aspects of discrimination, unconditional basic income, behavior of states and banks, and sustainability. With regard to knowledge most of the writings about historical aspects were found to be short. Notably, the students had learned about each other's issue and in that way broadened their knowledge about societal/global issues. Students regularly expressed enthusiasm about new insights, although it cannot be proven that what they wrote in their blogs is a reflection of new knowledge acquired in the course.
Regarding our third subquestion (SQ3), which insights do participants of the course report regarding ethics, knowledge and their (future) role as global citizen when reflecting on the course?, students reported knowledge-related insights, mostly referring to broader knowledge and a broader view. Likewise, students reported ethics-related insights, especially having more respect for people different from themselves. Signs of insight into other aspects of justice-oriented global citizenship were also visible, namely, regarding equality, individualism, and mainstream thinking. It was further noted that students wrote about the importance of their internship. Students' intentions about their (future) role as global citizen were equally related to sustainability and to the social arena, such as volunteering, bringing cultures together or striving for more justice within their profession. Although the giving of politically correct answers cannot entirely be excluded, we think that there are several circumstances in this course that might make the probability of this kind of answering smaller. First: in this course there is not something like right or wrong according students' intentions for the future. Instead students reflected on their intentions and plans during the course and had to give arguments for choices. Second: in that same vein, there were students who did not have concrete plans yet, but nevertheless passed the course. Third: several of the intentions of students were already put to practice and students wrote and told about what they learned from it; hence this did reflect their behavior and not a tendency to come across as, for example, ethical. Fourth: in their blogs and during classes (observed by the first author), students showed severe enthusiasm about new insights and new experiences they got and intentions were linked to these insights and experiences, for instance, becoming vegetarian, organizing a cultural festival with refugees and inhabitants of a village, and making more active contact with unknown others.
Finally, from the follow-up blog and interview among nine students half a year after participating in the course, it can be concluded that students experienced that Society 2.0 still had an influence on them. This was especially apparent in their writing and talking about taking a different perspective and paying more attention to (people in) their surroundings. Students mentioned that they gained more insights than specific knowledge, giving the importance of sharing ideas as an example. Regarding behavior, five students mentioned that their attitude towards others had changed (towards sharing ideas, paying more attention) and four students remarked that they were behaving more sustainably.
It should be noted that not all students were interviewed; only nine participated in the follow-up blog and interview. It might be that the students who agreed to participate in an evaluation six months after taking the course are not representative for the whole group. However, the fact that no more students signed up for the follow-up study, even though their involvement with the course seemed to be deep, could be related to the extra workload of 15 ECTS each year in an honors program and to the half-year internship in the third year of study, conditions that applied to 64% of the students in this course.
The reason why this course had a positive impact on the participating students could be related to the use of the theory-based insights underlying the development of the course as well as to the teaching behavior. Regarding the theory, the curriculum guidelines GJCE in the knowledge, moral and social domains combined with experiential learning, were largely implemented in the course. Several ways of gaining more knowledge on societal/global issues were combined with explicit attention for ethics and an internship at an alternative social movement. The latter activity offered new perspectives on mainstream values and positive role models for the students.
Theoretical insights regarding honors pedagogies were also implemented and might have contributed to the results of the course as well. These were offering a safe learning community, academic challenge, and bounded freedom [28] . Of special note is that a great deal of freedom was offered. Students could choose an issue to write about, an internship, and the form and content of their final assignment. Community-building was accomplished in two ways: the course was started with attention for the values and norms the students were brought up with; and the teachers offered space for the students to exchange experiences related to the course. Students wrote they had learned from each other. Teachers also paid attention to different perspectives and emphasized being nonjudgmental, which is reflected in the students' writing and perceptions of what they learned.
Despite the positive outcomes of the course, students seem to have merely broadened their knowledge and hardly gained insight into the root causes of injustice, which is one of the curriculum guidelines GJCE. To achieve the latter aim, a more extended course will probably be necessary. Moreover, specific attention would have to be given to the structures that maintain injustice for the students to develop such insights.
Also, it should be kept in mind that the participants in this case study were honors students. The results might be different for regular (i.e., nonhonors) students. One reason for this is that high ability students on average reveal more interest in ethical issues [36, 44] . Finally, students deliberately chose to participate in this course aimed at global citizenship. Making that choice implies that they were already motivated to find answers about their role as citizen or were at least curious about the subject of global citizenship. The results might be different when such a course is mandatory. However, three principles that teachers applied in the course "Society 2.0" could also contribute to positive results in other contexts: starting with the student (in this case relating their background to their values and opinions); responding to differences between students; and making of adaptions in the course program when it seems necessary for the students' learning.
Conclusions
Under current conditions of emerging populism and severe ecological problems worldwide, undergraduate students should be able to count on our help and support in their efforts to gain deeper insights in the global society and to find their own way to act as an engaged global citizen. Honors students especially, with their above-average motivation, abilities, and interest in moral issues, could also contribute to solutions of global justice and sustainability issues. The results of our case study show that a 112-hour theory-based global citizenship course can have a positive impact on undergraduate honors students' insights, ethical sensitivity, and the development of attitudes and behaviors as engaged citizens.
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